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The process of translating FE and fixed expressions from one language to another 
is an excellent job, which requires the translator to have a good knowledge of both 
languages and cultures, as well as to have the ability to identify and cope with existing 
problems in the process of finding the necessary equivalent for cross-language 
idiomatic pairs. People of different language groups use completely different 
expressions to convey a similar meaning, so although the expression may be 
completely understandable and easy for the interlocutors of a particular language to 
understand, the same set of words and expressions may seem completely vague and 
incomprehensible, and even in some cases delusional for the interlocutors of another 
language. This is because each language has some culture-specific elements that are 
completely different from the corresponding elements in the other language.  
In addition, there are some differences in factors such as religion, geographical 
location, different ideologies, mentalities, and social classes of languages and societies 
that strengthen the process of understanding and translating phraseological units from 
one language to another. Hence, there are two main problems in this case:  
1) How to understand the meaning of FE and fixed expressions of a particular 
language; and 2) How to recreate the same sets of FE and fixed expressions of one 
language in another language so that they can convey the same ideas of the source 
language. 
This study aims to study the difficulties encountered in the processes of 
interpreting and translating phraseological units from one language to another. The 
attempt was made to illustrate the difficulties and strategies regarding this phenomenon 
so that a pseudo-service list of existing difficulties could be announced to the readers 
and translators of such units. At the same time, some pseudo-descriptive categories of 
strategies and solutions that help to cope with problems were mentioned in Mona 
Baker's classification of difficulties and strategies for translating idiomatic expressions 
"Equivalence at the Word level" (Baker, 1993). By considering these two 
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classifications and the subcategories of each group, the study attempts to show some 
recommendations for both readers and translators of FE in the process of translating 
such concepts. 
Many conclusions regarding the translation of phraseological units have been 
made by such scientists as Newmark, Fernando, and Gottlieb (Bolinger, 1997). 
Baker states that "the first difficulty a translator faces is the ability to recognize 
that he or she is dealing with an idiomatic expression." She believes that some 
idiomatic expressions are more easily recognized than others, mentioning two 
situations: 1) when phraseological units "violate the conditions of truth", and 2) when 
idioms include expressions that seem grammatically "incorrectly formed". Finally, he 
concludes that "the more difficult an expression is to understand and the less meaning 
there is in it, the more likely it is that the translator will recognize it as a phraseological 
unit." Baker then classifies two difficult-to-recognize cases in which could be 
misinterpreted by the FE: 1) some idioms are misleading, and 2) the original language 
of a phraseological unit may have a very similar duplicate in the language being 
translated. It may appear identical at first glance, but have a completely or partially 
different meaning. The difficulties mentioned in the last part were simply related to 
problems in the process of interpreting idioms and fixed expressions, rather than the 
process of translating them. In fact, for any translator, the process of translating a 
phraseological unit is more complicated than the process of interpreting it. Also, since 
the meaning of FE cannot be derived from the individual words it consists of, so for 
the same reason we cannot recreate the same meaning simply by replacing the literal 
element of the source language with the element of the translating language. 
There are some basic problems, the most important of which are related to the 
discussion of "Equivalence". There seem to be some sociolinguistic factors involved. 
For example, a FE may have some culturally specific or culturally directed factors. The 
difficulty is the result of the problem of finding the appropriate equivalents of the target 
language for terms that convey culturally sensitive concepts in the source language as 
a result of the fact that both languages have different subsystems of meaning and 
culture. We can classify the difficulties of translating phraseological units into four 
subcategories: 1) a FE or a fixed expression cannot have an equivalent in the language 
into which the translation is made. Representatives of different languages see the world 
differently. This means that while one language can express a particular meaning using 
a single word, another language expresses it using various linguistic means, such as 
phraseological units or explanatory sentences. This happens mainly in the case of 
culture-specific elements, whether they are individual words with a certain attributive 
meaning or phraseological units with an unclear meaning. In this case, Baker concludes 
that we should always expect a suitable equivalent between languages. She mentions 
that: "Phraseological units that convey features of the language's culture are not 
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necessarily untranslatable  
In addition, the English idiom uses coal, and the Uzbek language uses a samovar. 
2) A FE or fixed expression may have a similar equivalent in the language into which 
the translation is made, but its context of use may differ. This means that the element 
of the source language is an exact copy of the element of the language into which the 
translation is made, but the use or pragmatic functions of these two elements differ 
from each other. As a result, such phraseological units become "false friends". So, for 
example, to lead by the nose is the same in form as "enter by the nose", but they differ 
in meaning. To lead by the nose means "to completely subdue someone", and "to lead 
by the nose" means "to deceive". Similar are also the phraseological units to throw dust 
in the eyes, which means "to deceive", and "to throw dust in the eyes" – "to fill yourself 
with a price, to brag". The differences between such phraseological elements may be 
related to the connotative components of their semantics. Also, some FE can have both 
positive and negative connotations, for example, to save one's skin in a negative 
meaning has the Uzbek equivalent of "save your skin". In some contexts, it may mean 
"save from trouble", " He wrestles with whether to chase Hallows or Horcruxes, 
whether to save his own skin or pursue the 'greater good'. " (Patterson, 2009). "He 
struggles with doubts about whether he should pursue the Deathly Hallows and 
Horcruxes, or whether he should save his own skin or continue the 'good work'. 3) FE 
can be used in the source text in both its literal and idiomatic senses at the same time. 
Some authors resort to the synthesis of literal and figurative meanings of phraseological 
units, which further complicates the translation process. For example, " half-baked "in 
relation to cooking can have a direct meaning of" half-baked", but more often it is 
meant as an idiomatic expression, unfinished, raw business. 4) By itself, the use of FE 
in written speech, the contexts of which and the frequency of their use may be different 
in the source language and in the language into which the translation is made.  
All languages have some "rhetorical" patterns that belong to their own language. 
These rhetorical aspects of languages differ from each other. For example, while a 
language may use a large number of homage signs in its pronominal system as a 
rhetorical medium, another language may have a strong distinction between written 
and spoken speech, where the written form is seen as more formal. Translation is a 
demanding art. Idioms, more than any other feature of the language, require the 
translator to be not only accurate, but also very sensitive to the rhetorical nuances of 
the language. Thus, it can be said that some languages use a large number of FE in both 
official and unofficial contexts, but this may not be the case for all languages. 
Also, the translation of phraseological units forces us to consider another problem 
related to equivalence. When two languages have corresponding idiomatic expressions 
that lead to "evasion", then in the process of interlanguage translation, one 
phraseological unit is replaced by another. This substitution is made not on the basis of 
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the linguistic elements in the phrase and not on the basis of the corresponding or similar 
image contained in the phrase, but on the function of the phraseological unit. The 
phrase of the original language is replaced by the phrase of the language into which the 
translation is made and which fulfills the same purpose in the culture of the target 
language. Dagut's distinction between "translation" and "reproduction", as well as 
Catford's distinction between "literal" and "free" translation, does not take into account 
the representation that treats translation as a semiotic transformation. In his definition 
of translation equivalence, Popovich distinguishes four types: 
1. Linguistic equivalence, where there is uniformity at the linguistic level of the 
texts of the source language and the text of the target language, that is, the translation 
of a word into a word.  
2. Paradigmatic equivalence, where there is an equivalence of "elements of the 
paradigmatic expressive axis", that is, elements of grammar, which Bogdan Popovich 
sees as being a higher category than lexical equivalence.  
3. Stylistic (translational) equivalence – "functional equivalence of elements both 
in the original aspiration and in the aspiration to translate an expressive identity with 
an invariant of identical meaning".  
4. Textual (syntagmatic) equivalence, where there is an equivalence of structuring 
the syntagmatic text, that is, an equivalence of form. Eugene Nayda, a translation 
theorist and founder of dynamic equivalence theory, presents the differences between 
formal and dynamic equivalence (Taber, 1999). In formal equivalence, " attention is 
focused on the message itself, both on its form and content. In this translation, you are 
concerned with making sure that the sentence matches the sentence, and the concept 
matches the concept." Nayda calls this translation "subscript". Its purpose is to help the 
reader understand as much of the content as possible. Dynamic equivalence is based 
on the features of the equivalent effect, that is, the relationship between the translated 
text and the reader should not differ from the relationship between the original text and 
its recipient. Translation involves much more than replacing lexical and grammatical 
items between languages and, as seen in the translation of phraseological phrases, this 
process may involve discarding the main linguistic elements of the original language 
text in order to achieve Popovich's goal of "expressive identity" between the original 
language texts and the translation. But as soon as the translator moves away from close 
linguistic equivalence, there are problems in determining the exact nature of the level 
of equivalence that is being sought. Albrecht Neubert distinguishes between the study 
of translation as a process and as a product. He states explicitly that: the "missing link" 
between both components of a complete translation theory is represented by the theory 
of equivalence relations, which can be understood for both a dynamic and a static 
model. The equivalence problem, a widely used and overused terminology in 
translation, is of key importance, and while Nobert is right when he emphasizes the 
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need for a theory of equivalence relations, Raymond van den Broek is also right. He 
challenges the overuse of the term in translation studies and argues that a more precise 
definition of equivalence in mathematics is a major obstacle to its use in translation 
theory. Word combinations are fairly flexible language patterns that allow for several 
variations of form. However, this does not apply to phraseological units. In addition, 
although the meaning of a word often depends on what words it is combined with, we 
can also argue that the word in question has an individual meaning in a given 
collocation. Idioms and fixed expressions are at the end of the phrase scale in terms of 
flexibility and transparency of meaning. These are frozen language patterns that allow 
minimal change in form and often convey meaning derived from their individual 
components. 
The study of phraseology, phraseological phrases, their classification and their 
interaction with culture allow us to imagine how the use of phraseological units gives 
speech color, liveliness and expressiveness. Idiomatic units are phrases that cannot be 
created in the process of speech; they exist in the language as ready-made units. They 
are an integral part of every language. Since the meaning of these phrases cannot be 
understood from the surface meanings of the individual words that make up them, there 
are thus some problems in both the processes of understanding and their translation. 
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